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Bern^bai JLii? ? xplS3y my deepeet gratitude to Dick 

«' a ? ro 1 i,elsber «» and Dr. Cyril Weoht f or their generous 
assistance In this endeavour. Mr. Welsborg and Mr. Bernabei 

arthe a u 1 i-ornatlo!I^ n fJ b i e < - f0r WU ° h ° f tha lng Pi^tion as sell 
the l*u or nation benind the projeot. There la no other ra- 

W1 ? !? as contributed more to our understanding of Pros- 

aelfi-h^affm^ auto '-^y daiabergj his and Bernabel’s un-’ 

selfish efioits have bean of inestimable value in my work. 

P or the reader who is unfamiliar with assassination works 

'' X m» lalr i bhe - Dartlcular astern of documentation 
: n fc l " papft T\ Tha ' Mrran Commission nubllahad a lenrthy 
u °T nle b7 26 volua1 ' 33 of "supporting" testimony and 

"R2l6i b whai« / « 1 >« fe t‘ 9n ? 3 f - rotn tha Ueport 13 iiven as follows i’ 

\ h m° n f3t£vnds lor the Warren deport which was pub- 
lished by The United Jfcatea Government Printing Office, and •••^6*’ 

?Jo^"L‘'“iV tl0 "!- ax ' «■*« -»•»•*>« th. w, r.f2?rS SJUatlM, 

fiom the P.6 volumes take this forma rt 7H423 t ', where "7 H is 
volume number containing the reference, ^"'denotes "HeJrinSs 
Qutoro the warren Commission , " and ”42 3 " ie the page number 



INTRODUCTION 



b. medlco-le^al autopsy is intended to determine with great 
precision the causes and oircumstanoes of death of victims of 
violent death. In the onse of the assassination of a President, 
wa should 8Xpeot acouraoy far beyond that demanded by normal 
la^al standards— aoouraoy which should leave no doubt whatsoever 
about the nature of the wounds inflicted and the direction 
from which they were delivered, in addition to the tvoo of 
weapon on using them. 



Therafora, it is odd that so much doubt and controversy 
snould surround the wounds Incurred by President Kennedy who was 
assassinated in Dallas, Texas on November 22 , 1963. All of the' 
controversy and uncertainty over the late President’s 'wounds can 
bo traced to the soui'oe which was responsible for clearing up 
such problems— the autopsy performed on the evening of the 
assassination at Bethesda Naval dedlcal Center in Maryland. 



The purpose of this paper is not to clarify the nature of 
President Kennedy’s wounds} that is a topic which will be dealt 
witn later, pul to specifically, I am now attempting to give the 
reader a background ou the mafaier in wnioh the wounds wave of- 
ficially investigated. This is essential knowledge ifi we are 
evtcr to know just what damage was done to the President ’a body. 



Tho ppyer is basically divided into two large areas— the 
actual autopsy and the report of the Clark Panel. (In 196O, 
damsey Clark, then Attorney General, appointed a panel of four 
pathologists to examine the photographs and X-rays of tho Pres- 
ident 3 oody taken during the autopsy. The written report of their 
observations is referred to as the Panel He port.) The reason 
lor tnese two main subdivisions is that the issuance of the Panel 
He port ior a good part sfceil a new light on the autopsy and thus 
deserves separata, detailed analysis. It is also important that 
tne qubopsy be examined for what it reveals independent of other 
information. 



Our stuny of the autopsy must tndorgo further division for 
t.13 purpose of clarity and better appreciation of the topic 
oeing considered . it is necessary to examine the specific 
qualification.! of tha pathologists who conducted the autopsy 
ana tiie eifaob those hhv on tha autopsy report. Next there is the 
question or tne report itself— -just what was included. In that 
report and even wore important what was left out. Also to be 
considered under this aspect of tha autopsy reoort is the very 
intriguing story of how tha final report came to be? written. 

a . J? a ‘ iinal ^ 5Je fc ha Panel deport in Light of several factors. 

dri 9 i ly , there will be some background on the report and its 
oxeout-pra. doro detailed, however, will be our comparison of 
wia panel ft o por t to the autopsy report; this, an we will soe 
makes for fnstinafcing — rather shocking, in fob — study. 
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'•tv. > 1,1 bu l been removed* 4a should note hare fcnifc Av» Xcnnady 
tad suffered an explosive type Injury to tug entire rl pit aids 
or tij m id, olowinj out much scalp, s*am, tui uraln -usttar. 
lo r i nova hta o« iin, the scalp had to oe rofluotid b-'c’.c Ln the 
direction of n a’n tar# tfgoaugo of the ixtsensivs fragmentation 
of the nva.nl an, t’-'ls croon edura c nita I nil of the skull sur- 
round! n •; the 3 * pins head wound to drop off, thus -roasly dVu- 
tortlnur the chars* »ter of the wound (?AV)$) * '/Inek, 

the only ;«w of the surgeons with the oonootonoe to properly 
* we nl.no fih-i mr -- ins of this wound to ascertain such in formation 
m If it were paused by o at or room bull3t..<? and from which 
'.UnHloitfi, !U not sen the body until <f t-n' t » i j vlt »l evidence 
■" 1 ’ 1 'ofc roycd . It lo in fact herd to Jud -;o Just how much of the 
n'iglnal shorn otoi* of the wounds wa< distorted before Firiok 
arrived, Vo be sun, no we vet*, that the condition of the 
bod/- »»i jo ha n\# it severely limited to* information he oould 
obhar fron It no ts.gfetsr how Qualified ati exAhinitlo i •he con- 
ducted, • v 

i’hus, the entire autopsy uejlns on a sour, ilsco ,u* i /lnw 
note, v» find tint the aan in charge ox’ the post** cert sb sxuni- 
n:\tlon was unqualified to perform the t >sjc at band as way his 
iS3iut uitf neither mm had nay buslneea heln.v, present it that 
autopsy — in any capacity, ihe auto pi/ of a t- resident tcillad by 
as9a*9in(«i) ’.ml let? ghoul J be loft to non .-Killed in the field 
■>f foroueic patholo ?y . the one person xho.ij traihlu;, could ftavg 
rnlva^nd. t ;e autopsy arrived *t a tin? wuju .ium >e and Jog we LI 
•■“‘.i duff idea cl/ uo toned up tholr t.<? . fcnac only <Jr :< alien ily 
11 nlted information oould oe asoartal.aed, Ablo 1 g neither a 
prjtt / picture nor a reassuring one, but It la only the o*g l;i- 
tUn- of a tile fur nors ugly. 



I’he Autopsy 

do nr 3 vary Halted in informal ton cone jrn Lug the actual 
pro n«.»s,lin *s of the ,tuuvo nay . However, what we o.m know reveals 
that the Inoo ipetnnce of the autopsy nur reoiv- clayed o. major 
roll In the i .vvn.it* In whi h they a.roout id toitr ta.j c, 1 'ho existin'* 
record ia full of instances where the auto; •/ proa leduras urn 
dr«3blonl.ly my fron the norm, where ml itukv; in the most b-nla 
item ware mads. 



v.icn the rrsaddent’a body arrived at cue djiltcnl Center 
in vichiSla and bafor* t ie postamortuaj exa-Aiau felon, was started* 

Dr. Humes nuporvl sad the fending of numerous photograph;! and .v—reyu 
of the hemJ hnd torso ( ■■US_y*9.) « However, It ia aiaodt inde^ppu-slble 
in oh3-:3 of gunshot rounds lot to nsva total body X-rays to refir 
to in hopes of locutin ; bull its in the body. Hums' fallura to* 
do this reveals Juab how inedapuat his examination was since 
wlcnbuc such X-r.-yg hi bad no way of knowia.. if any missiles 

•/'Ay In co remote parts of t do v i.i nt's body, 
•«U«h latar ln fen » autopsy tbit, it the request 
ox' Hr, ?lnok, total oody X-i’ays were prepared ( ,hj3b ; H. into l 
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oefora any Irrevocable d vas dona by the ofch two doctors. 

In the cans of the Jfr«sji ldnt*s mnaniva head wound , it is 
perhaps our most profound loan that someone like huaie.s wau ras- 
onaibla tov (fti# c vi ftipi •. ... 4 o shpul I ■ ■ 13 • s \ ■ ■ on|y ppa 

to san thin -cund In Its original slat) 'mrs hum is ana Bos ' oil 
who i In nail fairness, ooulcl probably n r 't have "igd i heads or talli- 
of lb. Althou gh lb is not certain just whs a the d jclnion was 
nndo to oi 11 In Dr. Pi nek, wo must wonder vhy Humes ms lr. such 
n hurry bo remove the President ’ s brain «ni rosily distort, tha 
head wound baf-orn a compotant ran had tha chance co ostnjntne it. 

In his fceubl ony, Hume* aanurri the Ooiar.iedlou that ho had and a 
a coroful a yarnl nation of tha margins of the gap In r, wound ( 2J353) » 
even though ha obviously did not have the experience to under- 
stand what he was lookin'; at. Sven more surprising in fchu fact 
that there is no moor l of histological slldo.u beitt;; owls froa 
tha periphery of this wound ( 16H9BP) . Buoh slides atir^ly would 
have left no doubt as to whether or not this was n wound of 
>xlb, not to mention how many bullets ware r - jponslbl? for it. 

In conjunction with the he. id Injuries Is tha subsequent 
axaininatlon of tha brain, also conducted by Huraos. be learn 
from a •unplementary report prepared and Pi $*«>•.! solely by b’u.n m 
himself on the brain and. hletdlogleal slide studios, that the 
brain wan never cut into coronal sectional half-inch Ihiolc sllc.*a 
throughout the width of the braLnK-tbhytf?) • thin l.i appalling} 
her*, we have .1 case (her-.? the bruin m ay hnv.i been otruoi: by 
Jiore than one bullet ,yat it was subjected to only th • moat cursory, 
uninformative type of examination. Without coronal sections 
there is no w tty of know in 3 the extent of damage to the inside 
of tile brain— particularly to t.10 loft ha :ilsp :j sr 1, 

i’ha autopsy disclosed a email antra ice wound in the Pres- 
ident’ u uppor buck, propably Just above his ri ghfc shoulder blade. 
Obviously the bulla t cousin 5 this wound had to r>. iv.3 travel! ul to 
3oMn point in the body slnoa the doctors the ‘.salves oontond that 
at the time of the examination, it was not itno m that there was 
any wound to the front, of the bo \y where such a bull at could 
have exited. Yet the X-ray revealed that tha bull'd- was net 
inside tha holy, Hum*'? did what was naturally to ba 9XP'5ct 1 In 
such a oioai ha pi*obed the depth of the wound. However, ha did 
this with hi a flna;srtl It is almost incoacal vavls that 'vayon ; 

' 1 th tha Hast ex pari a ace in foranaio pathology poull be v;o 
outright alodish as to probe n a anil bullst votin'! rlfch hhatr 
finger. la Inara fro-e n Bcoret Uorvioe a rant a t the autopsy 
that Col. Flno’.c did liter probe the wound with the proper in- 
strument— a stiff pi 90s of .net vl viro with a s-iall bulb at the 
oml( 2 H 93 ). Attain, this could wall be another case where X 1 no k 
wee Instrument.? 1 In putting ths autopsy procedure Into its 
proper form. 

The doctors -rare app srontly rather trouol ?d bout this 
entranoa wound to the back* In giving its locution, information 
which is essential to understanding the natur of t-.a j- rest letio’s 



Y 



•■nufl.i ttuy m..usur*d room tha least reliable and certainly the 
u^ojvhavlox refer once points. Officially, the location of 
t,le ,0uild is ;5iven is rt l4 ont, front th » tip of the right acromion 

Ff2S55ni 0n r K l cm * ^ lov tha tx P of th0 rl .'it m7.3t.oli process'* 

v ’* ; Ixyvuxn 3 b$#ni# § tol-j 1 r ; about inches from fch& v\ ht 

oh mid >r end ft Inches below the bottom of the rl.Pit i£. An 
X 1,,,8 1 forensic pathologist would never use reference points 
" located on tha sfost movable parts of thi body. He 

vjouU h*yv* positioned. th« Ground In relation to th^ ml -uino of th* 
H ? d „, fcna .} < * Te:i _ of '* oortain vsrtsbra, Conal- derlhs the fact 
rinV^ > f- 'm? ot , t,V} shooting -ir. Kennedy wnr. seated upright 

•.iiin at w Jim the •asa.sursaenfcs wore taken ho was lying f-. 0 e 
town, the difference .In the relative positions of tha bob/ carts 
rsnuera fch**) doctors 1 me usuramonfca totally worthies 

m, ,f^ r j !3U 2* 1 n SJ^at amount of controversy surrounding the 
-■ ;. -mol a are** of the back wound and a "path through th** neck" 
that wa will examine this aspect of the autopsy in‘ nore detail ^ 

-1 nt-m tine, ,'ov the present, however, the proceeding eacatmlnu 
sarve to show the throtoughly uaprofns.'i one 1 nature of tho “ 

a ^mbtiL’ n ?. < !L!; ra F 0 ^fa nt aU ^ psy * * b 13 not surprising that such 
a bumbling autopsy did result considering the caliber of ''exa-ct >" 

wno were in charge of the examination. However, the t this in 
.ne sole reason for the strange nature of the autopsy becomes 
increasingly less acceptable. 



The depart 

Vho story behind the find autopsy report of Commander tfum^s 
U perhaps one o* tha most bizarre In the anmla of form «l- 
hthS^M , Ind * 9d *4.' ,e "t 111 P^bubly never know tho complete story 
Usd?. r ’ !port * Whnt we do know is almost unbelievable m 

Commission Exhibit 38 7 is the final typed draft of the 
au .op ay report written by Humes and signed by himself, yos wi ll 

w U. H part, JHSWSijK’twf 

fro.!, whlci the typed version was supposedly prepared. (Thus* 
two documents will hereafter be referred to an Civ's 3 P 7 * n d 
av, respectively.) ,,a learn from the testimony that Hum's Hi 
an apparent ».y Inexplicable thing with the original version 
ct the autopsy report—* not 03 39? which i$ actually the sec > 
vernion ot hla report. Humes testified i . w ; 

In privacy of my own home, early in the morn in* of 
Jflunday, November 2 f H’n, i made a draft of this report 
E/hloh I lttter ravi^ed, and of which this represents 
fna revision (CiS 3 97 ). That draft I personally 
burned in the flreolaoc of my baaoent ion room. (2.4373), 

This is perhaps one of the flMftkost admissions in history 
Whatever caused Humes to revise his original autopsy report, 
tho. r>.*s»on was apparently Important enough for him to .'.mice *uvc 






that no ona In the world could over sea the original draft. 

In th* years slice that fateful burnln , nun/ have speculated 
an what motivated Humes to destroy the original ( the .Varren 
'Joiiiinisdloh never bothered to as’-; Hume.? Vila reason) « It soama, 
ho saver, that Dr. iJoawell may hove inadvertantly provided us 
with the answer, diehard H, Levine, under the persist Ion of 
Harold Vaisberg, Interviewed Bos rail for the Haiti store dun . 

In an article whloh appeared In that paper on November H5> 1966, 
Levine wrote a synopsis pf his Interview. Here in an Interestin'; 
portion of that article. 

He ( Boswell) pointed out that, at the time (of the 
autoosy examination) , Oswald was .ottll alive, and It 
nan believed that the autopsy Information would hater 
later called upon in court proceedings. 

It Is perhaps, In light of this statement, wore than a 
coincidence that the revision and subsequent burning of the 
original autopay report ocoured In per foot harmony with the 
death of Lee Harvey Oswald, By Seawall* a own admission wo 
see that the autopsy doctors were a war a of the face tnat their 
findings fould bo subjected to cross-examination at the trial 
of Oswald, with Oswald dead, there obviously could be no trial 
and thus no cross-examination. Humes In offset could have write in 
anything-in his report— no matter how far removed, from fact— 
and not have faced the possible Charges of parjury that a trial 
ooula have Imposed, 

This ia a vary serious oharge for it dirootly challenges 
tho Integrity of the autopsy surgeons. Lot us examine that 
revised draft of the autopsy report and sac If it lends any 
subs taupe at all to, the possibility that it os changed In 1 
.my whloh could not; have stood up Itl n court of law. 

The handwritten as well us the typed draft begins* 
with i section entitled “Ciulcal Bummary • " Being nothing of 
tho sort, It begins by quoting a newspaper mriliol'teef^oahthc.ton 
Washington Post. Any sort of oomprohenslvc Aod loo-legal 
autopsy report .loco not include as part of the iMl-»v*ufc findings 
newspaper accounts. The story Its 2 1 f 3orvs3 immediately to bias 
the entire report for It tells of only three shots while other 
articles of that sumo day noted six or seven; It tails of a 
rifle b-rlng ie->n In a window behind the President even though 
anny witnesses heard shots x roia other directions; it alleges that 
President- Jvonnedy fell forward. Implying a thrust from a rear 
shot, d capita the fact that three movies show him thrown backward 

Next Humes refers to his telephone conversation with Dr. 
Malcolm Perry, one of the doctors v;ho attended the President at 
Parkland Hospital In Dallas. lu the handwritten draft he reports 
that Perry noted a puncture wound of the anterior neck. Puncture 
used In reference to wounds Is tranul ited an entrance, u: 
asvu’spfclon directly opposed to the of'iole.l autopsy finding that 
a outlet exited from that hole. Even cor? shocking la the fact 
that on the final typed version the ■Kin 1 , ‘'puncture'* h an boon 



laletsd and replace with "socoud nu>h saaUer." Although 
AUii^ did ruch crossing out of words like "puncture" in hi 3 
not^a, there was no Indication anywhere to change this particular 
description, i'ha unauthorized revision which resulted completely 
changed tine manning of what Humes hacl originally written. 



i'ha rosialnde 
adequately bha si 
at the autopsy* 
copy is that In n 
has been crossed 
Also, in at least 
to nodi f 7 hi s eva 

of thane changes 
report give the 1 
ln#3. in a court 
various doubts on 



•7 oi the report on to disouss rather in«* 

tuation of the President f s wounds as obsorvad 
lhe interesting thing about the handwritten^ 
o loss than five Instancas, the word puncture 
out when used in raferanoe to entrance wounds* 
three Instances, Humes has Inserted "presumably'' 
nations of wounds of entrance and exit. All 
In the longhand copy certainly do not make the 
uprose Ion that Humes la confident of his find- 
of law , all of these factors would have cant 
the v lidity of the autopsy findings. 



nueh tnLfn" the offAclaA published record It la apparent that 
rtuoh information was actually suppressed from the autoosy report. 
Itnis Is not taking Into account what the Panel Report" raves is ) 

dnrrai a w Q ' J \* >apt °*\™ 397 wu two pages of drawings prepared 
^ rAjl * J; !a autopsy which depict to a limited degree the extent 
of the President's wounds. One of these is a top-view of a skull 
and shows some of the areas of damage present on Hr. Kennedy’s 
neaa, lhis sketch shows o 3cm, area of fracture to the left 
temple region, ths designation that the vomer (a tltin bone In 
the nos -0 was crushed, and a fracture through the floor of the 
glouo of tna right eye. None of this Information Is inoluded In 
the report itself which merely alludes to fracturing of the bon* 
aoove the right eye, the supraorbital rldgs (16H979). 

Other suppressed Information com 33 from different sourer 
ihc report of the two PB X agents present at the autopsy 'mentions 
a sizable fragment, ol metal "at tho rear of the skull at the 
juncture of the skull bone," 4 There is no mention whatsoever In 
.ns autopay r sport of this fragment which from the descriofcion 
seems to nave been of sufficient slsa for recovery during* the 
au ,ppsy. Also, the supplement ary autopsy report revealsthnf- 
oxaaina.l, Ion of histologlonl slides from the uarlphory of the 
oao.c wound showed "oongulntion necrosis of the tissues" which is 
a sure sign of entrance. However, Dr. Boswell told Richard ]>vin* 
unnt the same slides also showed "the presence of foreign sub- 
stances such as fiber reticles ." 5 This too la oosltive proof 

ot entrance yet it was inexplicably omitted from both the autopsy 
and supplemental reports. «wi.opsy 

nu-iliflr-t- T p ? rt 13 no SS3Urla ^ titan the dubious 

■ f i£ tion 2 f ths doctors or tbs horribly Inept manner in 
union the po«t-iaortem examination was conducted. Thera la -not 
il0 oharaoteriatio of the report which would indicate 

tucil lifarm M r . ,? *** 9 oonfAden1 ? of whab they were recording. 

.moh information was suppressed from the report much of which 

would have carved to technically back-up the findings (such -c 
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the clinic *1 proof that t;hv> buck wound va ? one nC oatrano*). 

Yet, if the dootors ware willing to suppress information which 
lent support to their findings, It is only too obvious that 
they could just as easily have suppressed lata which would run 
contrary to their conclusions. This is the document which bears 
upon it the rc3ponsiblli by for’ accurately and unbiasedly report- 
ing the nature of President Kennedy fs wounds* It Is also the 
document :*ro forced to believe if v/e are to accept the find- 
ings of the Warren Report* 



The "Path Through the Week" 

There la on 3 c* 5 so which is so perfectly Illustrative of the 
completely unique manner in which the entire autopsy was executed 
that it deserves minute examination. It is the case of the "path 
through the neck" , a tall pile of lies, distortions, contradictions, 
deliberate obfuscations, and utter nonsense upon which rests the 
whole substance of >x>th the autopsy report and the Warren Report. 

We will examine this topic without the benefit of information 
supplied in the fan el Report; that will coao later* For the 
time being let us restrain ourselves to those materials with 
which the Commission itself worked* 

Tho first information concerning the autopsy findings was 
broadcast fx^on the Baltimore to the Dallas office of the FBI 
sometime on Wove racer 23* 1 9^3 • Presumably , the Information vras 
gathered from the two FBI agents present at the autopsy, James 
Si herb and Francis 0* Weill. The one page report of that broad- 
cast which was never published by the Warren Commission) states 
very plainly that a bullet had entered the Presidents back below 
the right shoulder and penetrated a short distance; there vis 
reportedly no point' of exit. 0 

Three days later 9 Jibert and 0 •Neill drafted a report which 
detailed what they observed at tne autopsy* That import, also 
not published by the Commission but in itn files, reltterates 
the findings expounded in the original broadcast. In both, 
reference Xs made to total body X-rays which disclosed th it the 
missile which made this apparently short penetration inot muscle 
of lass than t inches was not to .9 found anywhere in the oo*Jy. 
Both reports ol30 mention the speculation of Or, iumes that this 
bullet could h:\VH worked its way out 6? the back if pressure 
such as external heart maasage had been applied to the chest. 

To support this contention was information recleved during the 
autopsy that u bullet had be *n found on 1 stretcher at .parkland 
Hospital In Dallas#? 

The two FBI agents were apparently satisfied that what they 
reported was accurate* Although they were not called to testify 
before the Obtain si or), they were Interviewed by Assistant Counsel 
for the .lorn mission, Arlan Specter, In a two page memorandum 
hi ? intervi .rr iated March 2, 1964, Jpac tor r *, «ov t essentially 
what was earlier broadcast to Dallas and draft -.d into the agents 1 
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report. If anything, tholr observations are made more explicit. 
They roc ill id to hpaotsr that, both flumes and Plnok, the qualified 
■nan, had node substantial efforts to determine what happened to 
to bullet which caused the bade wound . One factor la brought 
up which previously wan ambiguous; neither agent was certain 
of whether the speculation of the bullet falling out of the 
wound was advanced before or after reoelpt of the Information 
about the bullet found at Parkland, o 

Tha FBI al3o showed no doubts of what the two agents 
reported. In a lengthy, bound roport of December 9 , 1963, 
and in a aupplaneatal report of January 13, 1964, the FBI 
stated ol early that a bullet entered the President’s back 
just below the right shoulder and penetrated a short distance, 9 
We should also note that several reliable sources reported 
this finding as one of the conclusions of the autopsy, Newsweek . 
'T'lae , The New fork Tinea . The Washington Post, and ' the Journal 
of the American Bed! cal Association all carried similar stories 
Tthe Times did -so twice) between December 13 to January 26 ,10 

Go far, this Information has originated from agents libort 
and O’Neill. From other witnesses at the autopsy, we can readily 
obtain corroboration for their story. Two Secret Service agents 
were also assign. :d to be present throughout, the examination. 

Both testified before the Warren Commission and both provided 
accounts si =itlar to what the FBI agents reported,. Hoy Kellennan 
testified that Flncfc probed the back wound and n . vole to 
find no lanes for an outlet ( 2H£3 ) • Similarly, ill Liam ire? r 
oould recall nothing being said about a channel being present 
in the back wound for the bdllet to have gone through( 2H127) , 

Both raen likewise confirmed the speculation that the bullat 
might have dropped out onto the President's stretcher at Parkland. 

All of this information persuades us to assume that, at 
the time of the autopsy on Friday night, It was the theory of Bumas 
and Flnck that a bullet had entered tha Fra aidant* a back and 
penetrated a short distance Into muscle; this bfcllet apparently 
worked its way out of the body, possibly with tha application 
of pressure to the cheat wall, jjy use of the word "theory* here 
is euphemistic. Burgeons performing a medico-legal autopsy 
(especially one 3.3 important as on the President of the* United 
dfcatan) a Imply do not let a body pass through their hando when 
merely a theory is be in >; entertained; tie whole purpose of tha 
autopsy id to avoid such theorizing and establish faot. This, 
while beyond the experience of Humes, should have bean recog- 
nized by Flnck who was a forensic pathologist. Furthermore," 
from the four government agents present during tha entire autopsy, 
we have no Indication whatsoever that anything other than a 
short penetration into the back muscle was considered. 

I have used the word "theory" in light of a major conclusion 
of tha official autopsy report, the one draft ad two days after 
tha examin > tiop <?hen none of the government agents could have 
In on the hypothesising. That report e bates explicitly that the 
bullet which entered the bnclc completely trains versed the neck and 



sxlfced through the front of the throat( 16H903) . It la difficult 
to say exactly what caused the auto aiy doctors to h -vs such 
a change of heart as to 90 significantly alter thoir original 
f Ladings, ian there any valid reason for the change? 

Dr. Humes indicated in his testimony that the wound of 
the anterior neck which ha postulated as the point of exit of 
the back wound had bean obliterated by 0 . tracheotoiny performed 
by r. Parry nfc Parkland. According to dunes, It was not until 
the d.?,y after the autoogy when he called Perry to confirm that 
a tracheotomy had boon performed that he learned of a wound to 
the front of the neok(2H36l-3$2) • Obviously, ha was left with 
a new wound bo explain In his final report. With the ires id -at* a 
body out of his hands, we must wonder Just I 101 competent Hum, as 
was to account for the throat wound. Unfortunately, he did no 
bad a Job of explaining this wound as he did in performing the 
entire autopsy. 

I'o begin with, Perry told Humes that the anterior wound 
was one of entrance. This, although vehemently denied by al.l 
members of the Commission, ia a fact reported in dumps* written 
draft but changed with no apparent sanction in the ''official" 
typed version, Humes writes that Perry described the wound 
as "a puncture wound", synonoiaoue -lith entrance, f hi j , of 
course, is lnoonslstant with the official contention that the 
'wound wag one of exit. The Commission dad further proof that 
this was not an exit wound, at least not of ■?. Whole bullet, 
posts performed with what is alleged to bo tan murder weanon 
produced exit apertures 10 to 13mm. In diameter in simulants 
for the human neok( 17HQ46) . every doctor who saw the wound in 
its original fora in Dallas unanimously report id that it was 
from 3 to ?mm. in llam*fccr(6d3, 9, 1 5,42,53) . 

oven assuming the already tenuous assumption that'- this 
wa.s an exit wound, its size precludes its being caused by any- 
thing larger than a rather tiny fragment of bona or metal, 
iuch a fragment could have come only from the explosive shot ( 3 ) 
to the bead. However, I am informed by reliable sources familiar 
with ballistics that a small fragment could not possibly jossess 
enough velocity to penetrate the base of tee skull, the sinuses, 
and the musculature of the lack. .tie are forced hero to allude 
to information disclosed In the Panel deport, namely that there 
were no openings In, the base of the skull which could have bo .a 
produced by the passage of a missile, doth of these factors 
render the "fragment theory" a physical impossibility. 

Humes w is not about to 3 ay that there was an entrance 
wound to the front of the President's body although he had 
already alluded to it In relating what Perry told him. This 
would mean that at least two gunmen were involved m the murder, 
one firing from i 1 front of the deceased, let is we properly 
analyze his original theory, ’that a bullet had yen-rbrn tedda 
short distance into the back, we oan see that this too was .an 
admission of more than one assassin. Inch a wound could have 
beau caused only by a bullet travelling at a very JLo'w velocity. 



However, the massive head wound was obvl 5 usly the result of a 
J2.Vl J ?fe velocity pro Jact 1 1 e or projectiles. Humes could not pos- 
sibly have explained the difference in the wound characters if 
ha was to assume that both were caused by bhilets from the 
same* rifle. There was no alternative; a high velocity pro- 
jectile entering the back and striking no bones would not 
suddenly stop, short— there would have to have bee i a continuous 
path. (hat better place for the billet to have exited than 
through the anterior nook wound whloh Humes maintains he did 
not see and therefore could not avaluate? 

A v*ry interesting exchange took place between Humes and 
Commission membdr John J. HcClpy during the testimony. 

At, KcCloyj I am not clear what induced you to come 
to that conclusion if you couldn’t find the actual 
exit wound by reasdn of the tracheotomy. 

Comdr. Humesi The report which we have submitted, 
sir, represents our thinking within the 2^-48 hours 
of the death of the President, all facts taken into 
account of the situation. (2H363) 

It would be nor; than interesting to know Juat what "faota" 

• /ere taken into account. Certainly not the f iot that Ihnnes we/i 
told that the front neck wound was one of entrance. 

"The wound of the anterior portion of the lower nock la 
physically lower than the point of entrance posteriorly, sir," 
Humes went on to say(2il3c&). do what? Does that mean that therm 
was a path between the two wounds, especially in light of the 
fact that "substantial" efforts at the autopsy could find no 
such path? And was the baolc wound actually higher than the 
front neck wound? iiutaao was referring to a body lying down 
when tlie shoulders oompross and the head is pushed bsic , when the 
unreliable measurements ho took although possibly locating a 
wound of the neck on a man sitting up clearly define a lo- 
cation on the back of a body in autopsy position. And why, 
while m are on this point, docs a sketch made during the autopsy 
show a wound to the back as opposed to the a ketches prepared 
for the testimony which conveniently raise th«t wound at least 
three inches into the ueolc, inoonslstant with the doctors’ 
own measurements? *hy are the holes in the bac.c of th i pres- 
ident’s coat over 5 inches below the bop of the collar? And 
wny also did every reporting witness at the autopsy sai/s the 
blasphemous trio themselves report the wound as being in the 
soft shoulder muscle in the bnok . not the neck? these questions 
may seem unnecessarily flrey, but they have been asked over and 
over again and have cover bean adequately answered; they 
deserve answers. 

: the complete story of how the "path through 

the nook was deduced, inferred, or invented. It i : also not 
the ugliest part of that story. 
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During the autopsy Humes acted bruising of tho interim! 
parts of the president neck such an contusions to the very 
top of the right lung and some of the muscles in that area. 

A.s described by Parkland doctors, the extensive bruising to the 
muscles of the ant vrlor neck were in no way coneiebant with the 
orderly path postulated In the autopsy report, rfe learn some- 
thing even more shocking from a memorandum written by Arlen 
Hpoctar of an Interview with Humes and Boswell conducted prior 
to their testimony. Bpecter writes; 

They noted, at the time of the autopsy, some bruising 
of tie internal parts of tho Presidents body in 
that area but tended to attribute that to the fcracheotom 
nt that tlme.il 

Thin In Itself servos to fefube the evidence cited in the final 
report as Indications of the ,, path ,, ~ the internal bruising. 
However, la his testimony five days subsequent to the Interview, 
Humas moovot 

It, therefore, was our opinion that tne missile 
while not penetrating physically the pleural cavity 
••♦bruised both the parietal and the visceral pleura 
( 2 H 363 ) • ■ • ’te were able to ascertain with absolute 
certainty that the bullet had passed to/ fc apical 
portion of the right Jung producing the Injury which 
vo mentioned. ( 2H3o7) 

Humes told bpecter that this bruising was originally as- 
sociated with the tracheotomy; he testified urid v oath th.it the 
bruising was associated with the passage of a missile. This is 
porjury; tnls i i the way the ’’path through the nook’ 1 was for- 
mulated anl subsequently shoved town the public 1 5 throat as 
pirt of a ridiculous case that one lonely, demented assassin 
murdered President Kennedy; it is part of the essence of the 
barren Report. 



I will not go into discussion bore over whether there 
really ms a continuous back bo fronb path thrtou ;.c the President * 3 
nock. I will state without hesitation, however, that tho 
autopsy doctors invented this for reasons unknown and until 
disclosed subject bo the utmost suspicion. It Is mor^ than 
obvious that tho doctors a3 of Friday night postulated u short 
penetration into the soft muscle of the hack; even flumes himself 
admitted this to the Comialssiph( 2xl3&?) • Yet in their* written 
report two days later (a revised version with the original burned), 
they state a different conclusion, a conclusion which thoy had no 
means of supporting and* actually had to distort ov.i lenoe bo make 
even tenable. ,/or yet, Humes perjured himself on one of the es- 
sential points of his preposterous path. Certainly, the story of 
b he path tnrough tne neck reveals oho true character of the 
President’s autopsy and its executors. It Is an ugly story, 



ugly In fciiat It boars significantly on the way the President's 
murder wn j investigated, u $!y In that It lnvo.lv>: some of the 
?aoi3t honorable ne » In the country, ugly in that II: has bean 
left this my for over five years by the Governm mfc of the 
United Utetee. 



t.3 



CIlA *£iU II 



raa panxl hit 



On January 16, 19^9> Attorney General Ramsey Clark releaded 
the report of a secret panel of experts who had, in February, 
i 960 , examined the photographs and X-rays of President Kennedy 9 3 
body taken during the autopsy. It is no coincidence that the 
release was road a on the eve of court proceedings instituted by 
Now Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison to have the long 
suppressed autopsy material seat to Louisiana for use in the 
trial of a man charged with conspiring to assassinate President 
Kennedy; the move was a paimloy blunder on Clark's part to 
prevent Garrison froh getting these pictures and X-rays. As 
soon as the report was amde public, the mass media went all out 
in proclaiming that this document said the autopsy findings as 
set forth la the warren deport were correct. This may be true, 
but it is also deceiving — one oftthe many deceptions issued 
by the mass media against those who dare to challenge the 
official story of President fCannsJyfs murder. 

On the very first page of the *anel Report, It Is written 
that at the request of Attorney General Clnrx, four physicians 
mat in Washington, DfC. on February 26 and 27,11963 to examine 
various photos, X-rays* and other evidence pertaining to the 
death of the President, "and evaluate their significance in 
relation to the medical conclusions recorded in the Autopsy 
Report. . f n This is -/hex'd the deception lies. To evaluate tho 
significance of evidence jin rel at ion to conclusions already 
conceived is to examine evidence v/lth a bln3, with the deliberate 
purpose of finding certain things. The Panel Report never states 
if it were to report data contrary to tho coioLu jions of the 
autopsy import. Sven more deceiving is the ward "conclusions. M 
Does this mean that the photographs and X-rays were not to be 
evaluated in relation to the observations set forth in the 
autopsy report? Are not conclusions baaed on observations? 

In essence, ./nab the* Panel is telling us in the very first 
paragraph of Its report is that it was to loox at the material 
made available to It ami see if there wareanpy support for the 
conclusions stated in the official autopsy report. let, des- 
pite its final claim that the materials it examined "support" 
the autopsy conclusions , the Tonal included in their report 
much, oven too much, evidence which in no way supports the 
official findings. 

The four physicians comprising the *'auol were Dr. William 
Carnes, Dr. Uussel Fisher, Dr. Alan Moritg, all oompeta.it forensic 
pat unionists , and Loc. Russel horgan, a radiologist. I can 
profs sa no direct knowledge of the integrity of these men but 
I have been given no reason to believe that in their fields, 
th ay are not extremely proficient, competent men. do revex', 
all era eaploye I oy institutions which r >ly he wily on govern-* 

H 



m«nfc funds, bn June 25, 19^9, I received a letter from a 

w«wi?i a r , ase , rohor • rh0 reported, the following! "On the 

word of someone who knows three of the Panel doctors ocrocnallv 
and well, I know that they are clone to the military ostnbU-'l/ 

told H ,ld ?? U de ^? d ® at on ifc ) and fc hoy would do, . .What they were 
ri * e 4 .« l th the government and/or military do not neces- 
sarily mean that the Panel doctors were controlled by the 
country j higher echelons, but It la a reason for rogordin g 
the I ansi deport with caution, liuraea, Qoewell, and Pinch 
who 3 e report exhibit - more lnconalotonoloa than oan bo reason- 
aa.y abtriouced. to inoompetance , ware all employe , a of the 
federal government; all worked for the military establishment. 



I hove been given a very good reason to look upon the 
|.anel Rsport with ausoloion. One of the outstanding, moat 
j. '(i nor tan t portions of the A nnol Report deserves to be quoted 
here* H 



No one oi t.ie undersigned has had nny previous 
connection with prior Investigations of, or reports 
on this matter, and each has acted with complete 
and unbiased independence free of preconceived vi^ws 
as to the correctness of the medical conclusions 
reached in the 1965 Autopsy Report and Sun elementary 
Report, 



inis apparent clean bill of health given to the Panel by the 
Panel is actually irrelevant In light of the first paragraph 
t'h“lr rjporb which states that they wore to work with a bias. 
The whole purpose of the venal mu to substantiate a ore- 

fch " 3l ' e33 * Wf * a *«* loJt ' fc the line statin# 

taafc each nas acted with complete and unbiased independence . . , 11 
1 told ot Information which contrary to thl ^ olal’i. 

The information Involved Dr. Cyril tfocht, one of the country’s 
most distinguished forensic pathologists; i/eeht, a roll known 
oritio of the autopsy report, has had published several of his 
objections to the Barren deport, I wrote Dr. wsoht about tao 
1 <) t oi'inat ion f had received and naked hlmqto comiueht on its 
validity, ills reply should adequately In fora the reader on tho 
incident in question. 



...the Information that you have is quite true. 

At the Annual Meeting of the American Academy of yor- 
enslc Sciences held in Chicago in February, 19o8, 

I was extensively questioned by one of my colleagues 
concerning various aspects of the barren flopntfeaion 
Report and moat particularly, the autopsy and related 
scientific materials. It was not until one year 
latey, when the report of the ** Impartial Review Panel " 
was released, that I learned that this gentleman 
nad been scheadlliddfco participate in the canal rv/iew 
within a few days after our meeting in Chicago. 

"Acted '''lth complete .and unbi aadd independence? ' I would 
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hardly be willing to regard this staomeat as sincere or honest 
in light of what ir» Vao'nt informed ne. Quits frankly, I tfng 
appall ad as should any other pea's on interested in truth be upon 
learning of such an Incident. This knowledge cists a dim light 
over the entire Panel and Its report and brings up the ugly 
question of the Panel's motives and. integrity* 

There is much in the Panel Hpport, in its deceptive and 
evasive language, that I do nob feel qualified to analyze. 
However, I can in most Instances discern what tne .anal is saying 
of Its examination of tho photos and X-rays. These observations 
can ba compared with those of the autopsy report an 1 its 
executors. This X h ivs done ; I was shocked at what I found. 



The bulk of the Panel de per t begins on tho seventh page whore 
there is discussion of photographs of the President's badly 
blasted head. The vary first paragraph reports information 
whioh was nevjr mentioned In the official autopsy report, 

Eeforring to the entrance wound to the bac'< of the President's 
skull, the Panel says: "The margin of thl3 wound shows an 111- 
de fined zone of abrasion. " The autooay report gives only the 
size and proported looutlon of this wound In adHtlon. to the 
ambiguous adjective "lacerated" ( 16H981 ) . It Vw com non knowledge 
in forensic pathology that the zone of abrasion around a wound, is 
a vital factor in determining the nature of the wound. Thus, a 
conspicuous omission from the autopsy report the significance 
of whioh Is not mentioned by tho Panel. 

Paragraph two Is no more reassuring fbnnthe autopsy report . 

Photographs. . .show the bepdof the head with multiple 
gaping irregularly stellate lacerations of the 
soalp over the right parietal, temporal and frontal 
regions. 

This says vary basically that the soa|>3> was vary lrragulurly 
torn over th l’lght front and side of the President* s head. 

Here is the autopsy version. 

There is a large irregular defect of the sculp 
and skull involving chiefly the pprietal hone buc 
extending somewhat into the temporal and occipital 
regions, (16x1960) 

Translated: there was a hole in the scalp and skull on the right 
side of the hood extending slightly Into the rear of tho head. 

Here the autopsy doctors and the Panel doctors looking at dif- 
ferent heads? I thlnl not. The failure of the Panel to mention 
slight occipital (rear) damage Is understandable; why the autopsy 
report makes no reference to the frontal damage ie as of now 
unexol lined. (There will bo mo *e on this liter.) 



O'l the next page of bile fanel Report id discussion of 
photographs of the President's brain. Thin consumes bvro para 
graphs, Che ->mel was mathsuiatio illy consistent} while the 
rn«st paragraph contains no "surprises , * the second contains 

L O « 



fhe left hemisphere is covered by generally intact 
arachnoid with evidence of subarachnoid hemorrhage 
especially over the parietal and frontal gyri and" 
in the sulci. 



In other words, there wag he-nprrhago( bleeding) over the f^ont 
and left side of the brain. Phis tyya of daaaje is oollcd 
’ contra-coup" — damage which has resulted, from the force of the 
snot, not directly from the missile itself, What does the 
supplemental autopsy report on the brain examination say of this? 

There is marked engorgement of the meningeal blood 

vessels of the left temporal and frontal regions 

with considerable associated sub-arachnoid hemorrhage, ( 1,6^98?) 

report then is non tinning such damage only to the front 
< , brain ; it has omitted an area of hemorrhage over throe 

inches in diameter to the Left aide of the brain. Thus it 
nas significantly altered the pattern of damage resume.- from 
>.‘0 force of the fihtei shbt(s); this can serve only to create 
a false impression of the true picture of what hap enecl. 



„ , ia ^ hit B *m paragraph the fan el describes a v ,r.l H channel 
oi lucoratlon to the entire right side of the brain. In the 
central pox' t Ion of the of tilts gaping laceration ‘’thers 

?« 00 3 sen a gray brown structure measuring aporoxifflately’ 

1J x -Omm. its identity cannot bo established by the Panel." 
There is not a single reference to this structure in either 
of the autopsy reports or the testimony of any autopsy doctor. 
What whs itr Such suppression by the autopsy surgeons can bo 
regarded only with the utmost suspicion. 

tfext the fan el discusses photographs of the freni lent* a 
torso. Hsntionin for at the back wound, the fmel Report adds 
a much needed perspective as to the wound* , position;' it riven 
the distance from the center of the body, a fact from vim oh 
the autopsy report is kind enough to spare up, of the back 
wound, the Panel also a tabs, a the followings 



well defined tom of dbuoolonatlon of the edge o 
the back wound, moat pronounced, in its up oar end 
outer margins, identifies it an having the charac- 
teristics of the entrance wound of a bullet. 



Again, here i i information about the margins 
the autopsy report Is unexousably silent" on. 
formation in investigating bullet wounds, it 
autopsy report in this case is nob indicative 



of oil* wound which 
This i 3 vital in- 
is omission from the 
of ovi/ionce 
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contrary to the official findings ; it is a stark commtinbary, 
however, on bho thoroughly unprofessional natm*-? of the ant ire 
autopsy report — a report which would have boon scoffed at in 
any court of law, 

do ■■ the .mol reports its observations of the anterior neoli 
wound. Sere is one of the shoclcers, one of the interesting 
tldblt3 <bHe Panel provides which blast the autopsy into a 
thousand pieces incapable of ever being reconstructed. Here is 
what the unel S ',73 of thoaaJlSBidipr neck. 

At the site of and above the tracheotomy incision 
in the front of tile neck, there can be identified 
the upper half of the oirouuf erenoe of a circular 
outancous wound the appearance of which i h charac- 
teristic of that of the exit wound of a bullet, 

Shocking news! Let us look at Humes' side of this affair. 

In his report, Humes writes: 

...however it(the anterior neck wound) was extan- 
% <led as a tracheotomy incision and thus its character 
is distorted at the time of autopsy. { 16U981) 

Remember from th? previous chapter that one of Kuaos * chief 
•'cop-outs'' in inventing his path through the neck was his in- 
siatanoa that the wound of the anterior neck h.d been obscured 
by the tracheotomy incision, ,iven though Perry had told him 
this was =»n on trance ( "puncture") wound, ho was able to hide 
behind the story that he did not sea it and therefore oould not 
test it or evaluate its character. Humes testified: 

Kr. floC'loyt hay i usk this: In spite of the incision 
made by the tracheotomy, wns there any evidence left 
of the exit npan&uro? 

Coradr, Rum os 1 Unfortunately not that wo oouid as- 
certain, sir. (211369) 

True, 1 ho record stands that liutues could not ascertain any evidence 
of an exit aperture on the front of the neck, but what is to 

be said of him if he found evidence of the op oaita? 

Let un not bo fooled by Hume u * invention df at the incision 
made by Dr. Perry in attempting to stive the President in Dallas 
obscured the tiny wit •rior wound. Clean surgical incisions do 
not obscure or even "distort" wounds. Porvy cut the wound in 
half and that is all he did. The wound was still there and 
could have been reconstructed in total if the odgoo of the skin 

were lined up. It was plainly visible to the camera which to.de 

the pictures ao-ni by the Panel and it should have b?:n Just <is 
visible to Humus despite 1:1 a incompetence. Ho ;■ : s not blind; 
ho obviously hsc! to get close enough to the wound to measure 
the incision to a ,501m. And urlen Specter, the attorney res- 
ponsible for thin moss La not to .0 without bine. ,\ week after 



/s- 



Uuoins testified, Specter adduced the followin'/ 
ono of the doctors at Parkland who 3 aw the tr-ssi 
tracheotomy had been performed. 



testimony from 
i’-mt r. f ter the 



i’ x'. jpector; Did you observe any wounds on him 
at the time you first saw h i/a V 

or. Aid i : There we a a midline neck wound below the 
level of the oricoid cartilage, about i to 1.5 cm.* 
in diameter, the lower part of this had been cut 
■ Iffp 6 . -!' £ 3 - l>: Jihe wound . 1 1. had been cut across 

ilU-h £ 'mXt* i£L .the P-.-rforniaaoe of the tracheotomy . 
( 6 165, emphasis added) ’ "** 

lr Dr. Akin could have seen the wound after it was incised 
am. i i spite of the turmoil at that operating table, then Is 
it too muon to assume that tlumss could have missed it in the 
relaxed, ftoaoeiulo atmosphere of an autopsy? Furthermore, the 
l^nnel and hr. Akin both describe an incision at the bottom of 
tne wound thus exmosing even more of its original fornT 



inis is ugly. If dumos is right about the anterior neck 
wound being one of exit, then he perjured himself by aftvin«- he 
could ascertain no traces of it; the Panel tolls us unaquiv- 
ooal.i.y that there were traces of a. wound, dven worse, dpeoter. 
woo adiuoed t isti cony that the wound was visible, made no effort 
to have fumes set the record straight, font 3 end com-enbar«- 
on Uxece whole shananigane; it confirms what ,m hud earlier 
assumed without the benefit of knowledge contained in the Pqrei 
deport. 



Tin Panel does not walk away from this with clean hands 
e ~' , l l u r ’ •••the appearance of which is characteristic of that 
of the exit wound of a bullet." why docs the Panel In this 
one and doubtlessly most important Instance fail to mention 
the characteristics to which it addressed Itself? Does it mean 
the size which, as estimated by Parkland doctors, was smaller 
than uhe back entrance wound? No, exit wounds ore oharacterlo- 
tioally larger tnan entrance wounds, md the Commission *3 own 
casts proved that. Does lb mean the surrounding tissue damage 

b V* 3 \ a ? n ' 1 loobors? No » b his, a charac tori Stic 
of anti a nee wounds at long range, could not be duplicated by the 
Commission a testa either. Just what does the Panel moan? It 
means to deceive. The Panel had the doctors* testimony at its 
disposal; it was ioioiWred gable in exit wound olmvicterl sties, We 
do not need the Panel to repeat what the Parkland doctors ten 

*hd over again* the mtjrior nook wound had all the char 
terlstics ot entrance, The Panel's irresponsible statement 
quoted above la, I am sorry to report, a deception tantamount 
Co » lie. 



Xhe second portion 
description j of X-rays 
portion, as ,c hava s-j 
frail ^ufcgpgy report to 



°f the Panel Report is devoted to 
of t\U jrosi.oot’n body. in its first 
t\ i tiiu racial inadv sj Can tly subjected tha 
nmsvowj &mli electrical Jolts and 



finally to on -a eo destructive that It turned the whole thing 
Into : pi la of •.tshes. In this .;oo tion , It scatters thoso as ha a 
In the wind . 

This aaw section bo.jln.la with X-.rayo of the President's 
h-ad* Lit us take tfve fLrot paragraph 8 ant once by sentence . 
"Thura are multiple fractures of the bona3 of the calvarium 
(skull) bi literally," Bilaterally means on both aldas. This 
i.i mi Interesting fact never directly mentioned In the auttopsy 
report although It is in certain ambiguous ways Implied , 

These fractures extend into the base of the skull 
and involve the floor of the anterior fossa on the 
right side as well as the middle fossa in the 
mldllna. 

Fractures in the anterior base of the skull. Again, not a 
single word about this In the autopsy report. Again we ask 
only to go unanswered, "Why?" 

With r 03 psot to the rl ;ht fronto-parietal region 
of tha skull, the traumatic damage is particularly 
severe with extensive fragmentation of the bony 
structures from the .idllne of the frontal bona 
anteriorly to the vicinity of the posterior margin 
of tha parietal bone behind. 

Let u 3 recall what wo briefly mentioned in rat' n ance to frontal 
damage to the skull earlier in this chapter. This sentence Is 
the allnchor. It says In layman’s terms that the large defect 
In the head extended from the titl'd lie of the forehead in front 
to just behind the right ear. The autopsy report failing to 
a ant Ion any frontal damage whatsoever h a suppressed at least 
3 to inches of skull damage * duch an ominisalon is, as are 
all the others, Inexcusable. <Sven more disturbing, it is un- 
explained. 

Above, the fragmentation extends approximately 25 mm. 
across the mldllne to Involve adjacent port l .na of 
the left parietal bone... 

Gan '.’8 hake any more of this? Jiow the Panel Is telling us 
tint the defect which those autopsy doctors trie! thfc.tr best 
to keep on the right side of tha head extended 25mm. into the 
lift side on top, What kind of nonsense is this? It Is not 
thi Panel deport who is lying or oovorlng up for they are the 
ones with the least motivation to do 305 there is oven photo- 
graphic evidence In movies of the assassination to support, their 
observations. It la the autopsy doctors who arc wearing the 
black hats in this stox'y. 

The next three paragraphs deal with the metal fragments 
in the President’s head. The first, a brief summary, places 
the majority of fragments "anteriorly and super 1 orly. " In front 
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and above, a piece of information vital to knowing .jfist how the 
Vreaidont’a head was struck; it is not to be found in the autopsy 
rauort. Also suppress n?d from the autopsy report but included 
hero in the Panel Report is the observation that there were no 
ruetal frag neats below or to the left of the right half of the 
brain. This is carelessness; It actually adds strength to the 
tenuous conclusions of the autopsy report . 

Skipping down a paragraph for clarity, v;a get the best 
existing description of the fragments in tho head— their size 
and distrl xufcion* The Panel was able to divide these frag- 
ments Into two groups. One was composed of relatively large 
fragments randomly distributed* The other consisted of "finely 
divided fragments " distributed in a region 3mm. wide and -45'iam. 
long. According to the Panel, it "ends'* about an inch above 
and to tho right of the right eye, Why "ends"? All paths can 
go in two directions. Couldn’t the path of fragments begin 
there? This is a major deception. The Panel for what it 
includes in Its report had no basis for making such a Judge- 
ment; it is irresponsible , yes, but it serves to imply that 
there could have been no other dii’eotlon for anything in the 
President's body to have moved except in that "posterio-anterlor" 
manner— the only direction known to tho autopsy surgeonB, the 
Warren Commission, the government, and the Panel members. 

The paragraph we skipped was one of those "two-ia-ons" 
deals x two surprises in one paragraph. The shook of the first 
"surprise" is cushioned by information contained in the ciberfc- 
u'Helll auto isy report. In disouasiag the metal in the .-rjsldent’ 
head, the two FBI agents mention that "the next largest frag- 
ment appeared to bo at the rear of the skull at the juncture 
of the skull bono . " There Is no mention of this fragment in 
the autopsy report and because of the limited Information prior 
to the release of the .Panel Report, it was impossible to evaluate 
the significance oF this omjnlsglon. Here is what the Panel adds 
to our knowledges 



Also there is, embodied in the outer table of the skull 
close to tho lower ad >:a of the hole, a large metallic 
fragment which*,. lies 2.5mm. to the right of the mid- 
line* This fragment as aeon on the latter film io 
round and measures 6. 5mm. In diameter. 

A 6.5mm. fragment on the lower and outer edge of the entrance 
wound in the skull. Besides being omlttel from the autopsy 
repox’t, this fragment was lied about, to the Commission oy humus. 
Two small bullet fragments were removed from the head in that 
area Just behind the right eye, Hume a testified about this. 

.*•1 would say between 30 or b-0 tiny dustlike frag- 
ments of radio opaque material, with the exception 
of this one I previously aentlonsd which was seen 
to bo above and very slightly behind tne right or- 
bit*, we attempted to further examine the brain, and 
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seek apeolflcally this fragment which was the one 
w e folt to be of a al-se to permit us bo recover it. 
(2H3 53-35^» emphasis added) 

Humes f referring to his notes, then saw that there ware ac- 
tually two fragments in that location* But they ways not the 
only o nos in the head which would have allowed raco very# Humes 
could have removed the fragment from the back of the 

head with hi3 thumbnail! There Is no mention anywhere of this 
fragment b>ing removed and if it wore, it had been suppressed 
from the evidence# 

The moat important pfceoe of information in this paragraph 
concerns the position of the entrance wound on the head. First 
lit U3 see where the autopsy report plaoes thi3 wound. 

Situated In the posterior scalp approximately 2.5cm. 
laterally to the right and slightly above the 
external occipital protuberance is a lacerated wound. 
(l6H93l # emphasis added) 

The external oooipit&l protuberance is a bony protrusion at the 
posterior base of the skull. According to the autopsy report 
the ontranoe wound was 2.5cm. to the right and slightl y above 
this point. Dr. Humes oven testified, to this fuot before the 
vh.rre'i Ck>itfilsslon( 2H351 ) ■ Basically, this nuons t;?at there was 
a wound in the back of the haacU Here Is the Panel 1 s version s 

...a hole. ..can be seen In profile approximately 
100mm. above the external occipital protuberance. 

lOOamu above? That is four inohea? it in no way can be taken to 
mean ‘'slightly above" or anything of the sort. A wound four 
inches above the external occipital protuberance is located 
at the top of the head in the rear. This is clearly an ob- 
fuscation on Humes f part. His inexcusably vague word "slightly" 
enabled him to assert something which was not true, that the 
entrance wound in the head was in the bn ok of the head. It was 
not; without a doubt, it was on the top of the head. Duoh a 
chungs completely Invalidates the pattern of damage to the head 
the autopsy doctors would hava liked us to believe. 

The Panel ends its observations of the actual autopsy 
material with an extremely brief discussion of X-rays of the 
Px*enldent*s neck region; there are only 13 lines of type in this 
section. However, what is disclosed is, in my opinion, is the 
most shocking of anything also in the entire r abort; I fell that 
it is also the no3t effective destruction of the autopsy sur- 
geons and what they tried to pawn off as a medico-legal autopsy. 
This is fclvj clincher; note the second sentence. 

subcutaneous emphysema is present just to the i\i *ht 
of th 3 cervical spine immediately above the apex 



?il i ^® h f isht lun5 * iiso severs! 1 small metallic 
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I mentioned previously that X-rays were r*d,» r>e hw, 
entire body of the late President, of cou^e n d 

r'fl , I /T t Say tnat us 1 deaor ike something to you 
X Wight have done it before or after in the'deS J ’ 
cription but for the sake of undersLndinS? we 

fcha bony a truotua*os in this 

Isa If there * arwa) as H3li ,ls tn3 ^aya, to 
n it theie was any evidence of fracture or of 

deposition of metallic fragments in the dootha of 

diis wound, and we saw no such evidence, that, la 

no fracture of the bones ofthaThoulder girdle 

or o the vertical column, and no metallic fra 
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choice of words In "a projectile.” Rare the Panel seemsto be 
work in r under fchs assumption that only one bullet struok the head} 
If so, it is right, It aaw an entrance wound to the posterior 
Vision of the head and rightly assumed that a bullet must have 
entered the head from the rear and travel. Led toward the front. 

This accounts for a bullet. Did yet another bullet strike t e 
head and travel in~a dir »otlon other than that postulated in the 
autopsy report? The Panel Report doe 3 not say. 

On the path through the neck, the Panel Report is somewhat 
confusing, \t least misleading. The report sfcktess 

Thaz*e is a truck between the two cutaneous wounds 
as indicated by subcutaneous emphysema and small 
metallic fragments on the X-rays and the contusion 
of the apex of the right lung and laceration of 
the trachea described in the Autopsy Report. 

Mono of this indicates n track through the neck and the 'members 
of the Panel knew it. In forensic pathology, tracks are not 
found end paths traced by playing "connect the dots.” This 
is the gain® the autopsy surgeons played. let if we recall the 
purpose of the Panel-- to evaluate the evidence in relation to 
the medical conclusions — vre can see the meaning of this sen- 
tence. The track described by the Panel is a ” track'’ in relation 
to the autopsy report, not true forensic pathology. Then, as 
if to pat the autopsy surgeons on the back, the /bn si says: 

The possibility that this bullet might have fol- 
lowed a pathway other than the one passing through 
the 3I to of the tracheotomy was considered, tio evidence 
for tills whs found. 

Tricky language. The possibility that the bullet which entered 
the back followed any course other than through the anterior 
neck was considered# Pine, but why was it not considered that 
a bullet could have on torrid through the front neck? X can 
believe that the Panel found no evidence to sup core the very 
specific possibility that it considered, but because of its own 
cautions, I would not expect it to have found such evidence. 

It writ -sr 



Although the precise path of the bullet could un- 
doubtedly have been demonstrated by corapl it® dis- 
section of the soft tissue between the two cutaneous 
wounds, there is no reason to believe that the 
Information disclosed thereby would --liter significantly 
the conclusions expressed in this report. 

This is what should have been emphasised from the starts the 
only vajeid way to trace a path is to dissect it completely. The 
failure on the part of the autopsy surgeons to do this gave the 
Panel doctors the perfect vfay out of anything they said. Per- 
haps no evidence was found that the rear entering bullet lodged 
In thi President's book as was originally postulated at the 



autopsy. However, quite basically, without dissection of the 
bullet* a path, such evidence would not have been available to 
the Panel. It is the other possibilities to whioh the Panel 
sought not to address lt3elf that go unanswered. 



deoontly, I received a letter from one of the members of 
the Clark Panel . He told ae that "wa(thQ Panel) were i 1 no 
way restricted concerning information we might find and con- 
clusions we might draw contrary to the autopsy report." This 
i3 an lnt vr eating statement and one whioh 13 appropriate for 
my closing comments on the Panel, 

The first, part of the statement la false and servos to bring 
out one of the biggest shortcomings of the Panel. The Clark 
Panel was moat oertalnly restricted concerning information it 
could find whether it be congenial to the autopsy findings or 
not. The Panel's inventory of the photographs and X-rays it ex- 
amined falls to list many important items. These were either 
denied to the Panel or are unfortunately nonexistent. There is no 
mention of photographs of the front of tho President's neok even 
though there was an important wound there. Pictures of that wound 
viewed by the Panel were merely sideviews. dor is there mention 
of right lateral head X-rays despite the fact that the wounds 
wai’e on the right side of the head. The only lateral view sub- 
mitted to the Panel was taken from the left side. Also, all of 
the oho st/neck .(-rays ween by the Panel were anterior-posterior 
views. With the question of a path throu ,h the neck and the 
knowledge of fragments in the neck, it is disgusting that lateral 
X-rays were not made a part of the Panel's material; 3'ioh view 3 
would properly show the distribution of the metallic frag mats in 
that area. None of this in the fault of the Panel Itself. 

However, we should batir in mind that the Panel could judge only 
that which it saw. 

The second part of tho statement Includes the qualifying 
clause "contrary to the autopsy report." Obviously, the Panel 
disclosed i wealth of information contrary to that nport; this 
has been the burden of the lieousslon in this chapter. Aa far 
as drawing conclusions contrary to the autopsy report, the Panel 
close not to to this. It is not fair to assert that tho Van 2 I 
cambers were ordered not to do so as is clearly refuted in my let tor. 
The Important thing to bear in mind is that it. was not specif ionlly 
their purpose to do this, /ill that tho Panel did do in respect 
to formulating conclusions counter to those of the autopsy report 
was to imply that they saw no evidence to warrant such. 

w'Q must be cautious of implications; they are often deceptions, 

I think there is no document which shows bettor Just how deceiving 
was the official autopsy report than the panel Beport itself. 

Xot, even that report is deceiving. It appears to be a frqnk 
corroboration of the official findings; it was seized by the 
aia 3 a madia as being Just that; and the public who read the 
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nawpapers and listened bo television, who will never road the 
Panel uiport, /III think Just that. The formation of the panel, 
lt^ work, t ho ianuanoo of its report;— tho/ are all deceptions. 

Xt 1 j sad that such devices are used in response to waves 
of doubt arising over the warren Commission 1 a findings. But, 
alas, these too ere deceptions* 
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I anticipate that the reader will view this paper as un- 
usoessarliy negative in it3 approach toward the PrsslUnt'a 
autopsy. It Is, however, very unfortunate that there is no 
positive side to the autopay. There are no "g^od points", no 
areas for excuse, no instances where it can be said thq.t Com- 
mander Humes oame even dose to adequately performing his vital 
task. In short, we are confronted with an entirely unacceptable 
autopsy — unaooeptkbls in a court of law, unacceptable as the 
final word on the Presidents wounds, unacceptable as the basis 
for the tfarran deport , 

Whytvas an Inoompotnnt man chosen to perform the most Im- 
portant autopsy of the century? And why was his assistant ® 
equally as inept? why, if a qualified man was summoned by Hu me 3 
to assist In this endeavour, was the President's brain removed 
so hastilly? Perhaps, and I doubt this, there are rsaaoanble 
answers to these questions. dven so, wa are left with a yet 
more perplexing question* Why was this not considered by the 
Warren Commission? Its members and staff lawyers were not idiots; 
they were highly capable man with years of experience in law 
behind thorn, Surely they could not have missed suoh obvious faults 
in the autopsy report, the central piece of evidence of the crime. 

No lawyer would have dared enter into evidence In a court 
of law an autopsy report such as that drafted by Humes. This 
report breaks Just about ever> precedent in forensic pathology. 

Had thin been the cane of a skid row bum shot to death in the 
gutter, a competent, thorough, and comprehensive autopsy report 
would have been demanded in court. Was such a report, suoh an 
autopsy, too good for the President of the United* States? 

Too many questions remain about the autopsy. These arc 
questions which no matter how well answered or explained away 
could never salvage the Warren deport; it was the Commission's ' 
duty to aos that these questions wore answered. let the Com- 
mission met each inconsistency, each lie, each question with 
a standard reply: silence. Whs a Humes admitted that he had burned 
tho ori Inal autopsy report, not one Commissioner sew fit to 
ask that one simplo question — "why?" Whan Arlan -ipector in- 
troduced into evidence the hand-written autopsy draft and the 
typed version as identical documents, no onu was there to bring 
out the faot that the word "puncture" had been mysteriously 
omitted from the official version thus altering the evaluation 
of the front neck wound as described by Dr. Perry. gaol's time 
Humes cautioned the Commission that the photographs and X-rays 
were more reliable than his own "humble verbal description , " not 
one of those men familiar with tns proper legal proceeduros 
suggested obtaining the pictures; they know this was the only 
evtdenoo acceptable in court. When Humes declared under oath, 

"We were able bo ascertain with absolute certainty that the bullet 
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had passed by the apical portion of the right rung..," It was 
not mentioned bo him that 5 days earlier he had told Specter a 
different at >ry, that perry* a .soul, oil had pas Jed over this 
portiod of the lung; this was perjury. The man charged with 
supervising this crucial autopsy aaratnibs an act punishable by 
imprisonment and not one Commissioner so much rs blinks an oyel 

This Is too much. If we are to accept any aspect of the 
autopsy report, than not one of the above mentioned criticisms 
should have been allowed to exist. This 13 the basis of the 
Warren Report, it is the manner in which President Kennedy's 
murder was investigated, and It is one of the tenuous shreds 
of evidence that we are asked to accept if we are to regard the 
oflftolsl story of the assassination as the truth. I say this 
is nonsensical. No reasonable man shoulJ have to stopp so low 
as to stand for such nonsense. We must open our eyes and 
recognise the horrible I'raud this government has perpetrated. 

It Is time that wa demanded answers. 

Let us not forget the Panel deport for that deceiving 
document intended as an "answer' 1 was itself nothing more than an 
official obfuscation j it added another block to the tower of 
corruption that has been constructed. The Panel has handed to 
us on a silver plotter the most explicit reasons for rejecting 
what was shoved down out throats as an autopsy, as a represen- 
tation of the truth, aa the proiuot of the labors of "honorable" 
men. 



The most apparent surprises contained In the Panel Report 
concern the '.any facts suppressed fro i the autopsy report. 

Such suppression Is, in ray view, tantamount to unforgivable 
corruption. Often, the significance of the facts revealed by 
the Panel Is subdued bji the fact that such information «as 
absent from the official record. Yet how often Is this new 
information in opposition to the autopsy report conclusions? 

Does it even natter, though? I can see no reason for any sup- 
oresolou at all from such a vital report, 

I wish I could stop nlrbhe already ignominious charge of 
suppression. However, the panel Report discloses other in- 
stances 'fhore iuiaes committed perjury. The P-.mol makes it un- 
deniably dear that the front nook wound of the President was 
diseernable, visible, unobll berated, and obvious; Humes swore 
that he could ascertain no traces of it. Perjury. The .anal 
disoloeea the presence of "several small metallic fragments" in 
the neck region; Humes swore that there were no fragments at all 
in this region. More perjury. To this we can aid the perjurious 
statement cited earlier. 

Incompetence is an unfortunate charge; suppression Is an 
ugly charge; perjury la a disgusting charges. Yet these are all 
charges which t ie evi l once forces us to make at Commander 
Humes* Perhaps a court of law should have the final say in this 
matter, but presently I am guided by my own judgement . I 
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can soe no other conclusion than this* that the autopsy cur- 
geons wero corrupt, that their report Is not to he boll4ed, 
} &vr3n Report should ho held up to the utmost sus- 
nM, * ? °f nnot P°33l’cly convey how it galls me to come to 

ho t?u*tiu U nB * 3Ut U U ?ab ° Ufc Ume ^ «« up to 
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